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This study investigated the effectiveness of diversity training on a 
diversity training outcome measure when considering participant levels 
of Openness to Experience, sexism, and racism. Because past literature 
has demonstrated a positive relationship between Openness to 
Experience and training outcomes and a negative relationship between 
prejudicial attitudes and diversity training outcomes, these variables 
were treated as main effects in Multiple Regression equations. This study 
demonstrated that diversity awareness training increases participant 
understanding of legal issues related to workplace diversity. However, 
diversity training outcomes were not greatly affected by implicit or 
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I. INTRODUCTION 
Increasing diversity in organizations is inevitable and can be positive for 
businesses if implemented and managed effectively (e.g., Ng & Tung, 1998). Moreover, 
failure to effectively implement diversity can have devastating effects on an organization 
(Arai, Wanca-Thibault, & Schockley-Zalabak, 2001). Diversity’s proper implementation 
can provide significant economic and intangible benefits. For example, effective 
management of diversity can result in lower costs to the organization in terms of 
grievances, lawsuits, employee turnover, and ineffectiveness due to poor communication 
and dissatisfaction (Cox, 1997).  
Because many organizations have found that diversity provides a strategic 
advantage (Flynn, 1998), interest in what makes incumbents and applicants more 
amenable to working with diverse populations has escalated. Thus, questions arise 
concerning whether a company can train their present incumbents to be more open to 
diversity or otherwise effectively choose applicants who have positive attitudes toward 
diversity. What makes people more trainable in an area such as diversity? Some research 
(e.g., Barrick, Mount, & Judge, 2001) has indicated that people who score higher on 
Openness to Experience have better success in training, whereas people who hold more 
prejudiced attitudes may be less likely to have training change their attitudes toward 
diversity (e.g., Robb & Doverspike, 2001). Given that training is one of the predominant 
tools that organizations use in their diversity initiatives (Wentling & Palma-Rivas, 1998),
1 
it is important to determine what variables affect training outcomes. The following study 
investigated how participant Openness to Experience and explicit and implicit prejudices 
affected diversity training’s capacity to increase individuals’ understanding of workplace 
diversity legal issues. The notion that prejudicial attitudes may lead to discriminatory 






II. LITERATURE REVIEW 
Before delving into the details of this study, one must understand current 
definitions of diversity and be aware of why research on diversity may be of importance 
to businesses. Diversity can be conceptualized in a number of ways. Diversity has been 
defined as the presence of differences among members of a social unit (Jackson, May & 
Whitney, 1995) as well as the similarities and differences among individuals in a 
collection (Thomas, 1996). Although diversity can consist of a range of human 
differences such as gender, race, ethnicity, social class, physical capacity, expertise, 
sexual orientation, religion and age, for the purposes of this study, the diversity focus is 
going to be on gender and race. This focus is somewhat narrow in scope; however, 
delving into multiple areas of diversity, demographic and otherwise, is an immense task 
and beyond the scope of this thesis. Moreover, women and African Americans are often 
at the center of diversity training initiatives today because race and sex remain divisive 
social issues. In addition, women and African Americans are both sources of 
demographic diversity and diverse perspectives. 
Although this paper argues for the importance of diversity and diversity training, 
research has disputed the importance of diversity in the workplace (e.g., Zenger & 
Lawrence, 1989, Campion, Medsker & Higgs, & Jackson, May, & Whitney, 1995). The 
literature concerning diversity to date is mixed with proponents who both tout its 
effectiveness and ineffectiveness in organizational settings. Among the supporters of a
3 
more homogeneous, less diverse workforce, D’Souza (1995) posited that advocates of 
managing diversity never consider the possibility that many ethnic traits may be liabilities 
for the effective functioning of most organizations. Others have suggested that 
homogeneity is a positive factor for effective performance. For example, increased 
interpersonal attraction predicated on demographic similarity has been linked to more 
frequent communication, higher levels of social integration, better group functioning, 
more positive affect and commitment, and lower turnover (Zenger & Lawrence, 1989). 
Additionally, Campion, Medsker, and Higgs (1993) found heterogeneity of members’ 
background and expertise to be unrelated or negatively related to effectiveness. However, 
when Ng and Tung (1998) compared branches of a bank that were culturally 
homogeneous and heterogeneous, they found that the culturally heterogeneous branches 
experienced lower levels of absenteeism and achieved higher levels of productivity and 
financial profitability. Furthermore, Jackson, May, and Whitney (1995) proposed that 
heterogeneity leads to creativity and decision-making innovativeness.  
Despite some of the negative evaluations of diversity in the workplace, diversity 
can have positive effects on organizations if properly implemented. The value of 
effective diversity implementation has been demonstrated by increases in innovation and 
profitability and decreases in costs to the organizations (Ng & Tung, 1998; Jackson & 
Alvarez, 1992; Hoffman & Maier, 1961). As our economy becomes increasingly complex 
with the impact of globalization, businesses must become more creative and innovative in 
order to survive and thrive. Diversification of the workforce is thought to be one way to 
increase innovation and creativity (McLeod, Lobel, & Cox, 1996).  
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Further, globalization has played a major role in facilitating the widespread 
movement of migrant groups across the globe (Bissett, 2004). These changes in the 
demography of the United States have numerous implications for a company’s applicant 
pool as well as its customer base. For example, by the year 2010, white men are expected 
to account for less than 40 percent of the total American workforce (Arai et al., 2001). 
Additionally, an increasingly diverse applicant pool will necessitate equal opportunity 
hiring to comply with federal guidelines. Companies need to protect themselves from 
discrimination litigation by equitably hiring, promoting, and terminating employees.  
Yet, diversity is not simply a matter of complying with government mandates 
(Arai et al., 2001). There are chances for potential profit in hiring and maintaining a more 
diverse workforce because there are consumer dollars controlled by ethnic minority 
groups. A diverse workforce can help businesses serve an increasingly diverse customer 
base (Miller, 1999). Therefore, managers/employers believe that hiring employees from 
growing sectors of the economy can affect their bottom line (e.g., Ng & Tung, 1998), and 
progress has already been made in the U.S. to incorporate diversity in the corporate 
world. However, hiring a more diverse set of applicants is just the first step in a series to 
incorporate diversity into corporate culture. Training the incumbent pool about issues of 
diversity and establishing a culture that is open to new ideas rather than fixed opinions 
are key components to integrating diversity. 
Diversity Training 
Utilization of diversity training has increased in recent decades because 
businesses are realizing the value of diversity and the potential pitfalls associated with 
not being proactive when it comes to diversifying their workforce. To date, diversity 
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training is the preferred method for managing diversity (Wentling & Palma-Rivas, 1998). 
In 1994, Training’s annual industry report found that 56 percent of U.S. organizations 
with 100 or more employees were sponsoring some sort of diversity training (Arai et al., 
2001). Diversity training is no longer perceived as the socially responsible thing to do; 
rather, it is viewed as a strategic business objective with the capability to make 
organizations more competitive (Cox, 1991). Additionally, there are numerous costs 
associated with not being proactive when it comes to diversity: high turnover, 
absenteeism, recruiting and retraining costs, miscommunication, and conflict (Arai et al., 
2001), thus, stressing the importance of effective training. 
Forty percent of U.S. companies utilize diversity training that consists of an 
introduction to diversity, its implications for business in general, and its implications for 
one’s own firm (Arai et al., 2001). Nevertheless, diversity training has been somewhat 
limited in its scope, which may be why from a legal perspective, diversity training has 
fallen short of its promised results (Zhu & Kleiner, 2000). Within the realm of diversity 
training, many organizations have historically made race the primary (if not exclusive) 
focus of their diversity training efforts (Holladay, Knight, Paige, & Quiñones, 2003). 
This narrow scope could hinder a diversity training program’s effectiveness.  
However, there is little research on the precise factors that make a successful 
diversity training program. Consequently, many diversity training initiatives differ, 
sometimes significantly, from organization to organization (Karp, 1994). This is in part 
because effective diversity training reflects the values of the organization and individuals 
in that organization. Goals of training typically include making employees aware of bias 
and discrimination in organizations, improving the nature of work relationships in the 
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organization, and improving the performance of individuals (Chrobot-Mason & 
Quiñones, 2002).  
In addition to establishing firm goals, various suggestions as to what factors might 
make diversity training more effective have been addressed. Brewer (1995) suggested 
that diversity training would be much improved if companies linked issues of diversity to 
the bottom line. Also, companies may want to provide diversity training to people 
motivated to learn from such a program because employee buy-in has been identified as 
an important component of successful training initiatives (Chrobot-Mason & Quiñones, 
2002). For example, trainees’ motivation to learn influences their decisions regarding the 
direction, focus, and level of effort that constitute their participation in a training program 
(Noe, Wilk, Mullen, & Wanek, 1997). Furthermore, Maier (1973) contends that even 
individuals with the requisite ability will perform poorly in training if their motivation is 
low. High motivation to engage in a training program typically results in more learning 
(Baldwin, Magjuka, & Loher, 1991; Martocchio & Webster, 1992). The importance of 
trainee motivation to learn and employee buy-in are two reasons why Openness to 
Experience may affect diversity training outcomes. 
Openness to Experience 
Various studies have suggested that Openness to Experience, a personality trait 
according to the Five-Factor Model, has a positive relationship with success in training 
(e.g., Barrick et al., 2001) and a negative relationship with prejudice [e.g., Ekehammar & 
Akrami, 2003; Butler, 2000; Larrimer, Scherbaum, & Popovich, 2001). According to the 
Five Factor Model, most personality traits can be described in terms of five basic 
dimensions: Emotional Stability, Extraversion, Openness to Experience, Agreeableness, 
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and Conscientiousness. Openness to Experience refers to people’s willingness to make 
adjustments to existing attitudes and behaviors once presented with new ideas or 
situations (Digman, 1990). People who are high in Openness to Experience are often 
more curious, broad-minded, imaginative and tolerant.  
Interestingly, Openness to Experience has a stronger relationship with success in 
training than any of the other four factors (Barrick et al., 2001; Barrick, Mount, & Judge, 
2001). This could be partly attributed to the fact that Openness to Experience suggests 
flexibility or a willingness to change one’s attitudes and behaviors after exposure to new 
ideas or conflicting information (McCrae, 1987). Moreover, people high in Openness 
tend to be more willing to consider opinions different from their own (McCrae, 1987). 
People high in Openness enjoy trying new things and typically have a greater breadth and 
depth of experience than individuals low in Openness (Flynn, 2005). Doverspike, Taylor, 
and Arthur (2000) posited that a personality profile exists, which has the effect of making 
a person more open to the acceptance of diversity programs. This personality profile is 
referred to as the ‘cosmopolitan personality’ and reflects a culturally-open personality 
combined with multicultural exposure. Furthermore, Openness to Experience is 
positively correlated with Universal-Diverse Orientation (UDO), a scale that measures 
awareness and acceptance of similarities and differences among people (Strauss & 
Connerley, 2003). There is also evidence that Openness to Experience may correspond 
with interracial impression formation (Flynn, 2005). 
In addition to the positive relationship between Openness to Experience and 
training and acceptance, there is also a strong negative relationship found between 
Openness and prejudice. The personality approach to prejudice is that prejudice is not 
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solely a function of the social environment or social-group membership but rather a 
function of internal attributes of the individual (Ekehammar & Akrami, 2003). For 
example, Allport (1979) concluded from the findings of highly correlated prejudice scales 
that although some prejudice attitudes are based on the need to conform to custom, 
prejudice can be seen as part of the makeup of an individual’s personality. Further, Butler 
(2000) found a relationship between Openness to Experience and two attitudinal 
measures—attitudes toward homosexuals and ethnocentrism. Although ethnocentrism 
may also affect training outcomes, it has been excluded from this study because it is not 
as conceptually broad as Openness to Experience and it shares overlapping variance with 
Openness and racism. Additionally, although studies have demonstrated an Openness and 
training outcome relationship, there has been little evidence linking ethnocentrism and 
training outcomes.  
A wide array of research suggests that Openness to Experience is related to 
attitudes toward diversity. For example, Ekehammar and Akrami (2003) found that 
Openness to Experience had significant negative correlations with seven different 
prejudice scales (i.e., correlations ranging from -.28 to -.43). In addition, Lee, Gizzarone, 
and Ashton (2003) found a significant negative relationship (β=-.186, p<.05) between 
Likelihood to Sexually Harass (LSH) and the NEO-PI-R version of Intellect/Imagination 
(i.e., Openness to Experience). Moreover, Openness to Experience moderated the 
relationship between Likelihood to Sexually Harass and Conscientiousness (Lee, 
Gizzarone, & Ashton, 2003). In effect, men who were low in Conscientiousness were 
more willing to engage in sexual harassment only if they were also low in Openness to 
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Experience. Thus, a wide array of research suggests that Openness to Experience is 
related to attitudes toward diversity. 
Modern Prejudice 
Although this country has come a long way since the Civil Rights Act of 1964, 
discrimination continues to affect minorities and women and their positioning in the 
workforce. Race and sex discrimination continues in employment decisions (Maass, 
Castelli, & Arcuri, 2000; Kilian, Hukai, & McCarty, 2004) and oftentimes leads to 
barriers for minorities and women to obtain top-level positions. For example, between 
1992 and 2000, the number of sexual harassment claims increased by 50 percent 
(Heffernan, 2002). Further, in the 2004 fiscal year, the EEOC received 27,696 charges of 
race discrimination (The United States Equal Employment Opportunity Commission, 
n.d.). However, some of these increases could be attributed to increases in female and 
minority incumbents.  
Recent research has suggested that racist attitudes are evolving from being blatant 
and hostile in nature to being more subtle and ambivalent (Brief, Dietz, Cohen, Pugh, & 
Vaslow, 2000). For example, it is no longer legal to post signs such as “minorities need 
not apply”; however, some researchers suggest minorities and women face less explicit 
discrimination in the form of stereotypes (Glick & Fiske, 2001). Additionally, Bertrand 
and Mullainathan (2002) found that résumés with white-sounding first names elicited 50 
percent more responses than ones with African-American-sounding names. Similarly, 
statistical discrimination (Tomaskovic-Devey & Skaggs, 1999; Wilson, 1997) is 
evidenced by layoffs that are not discriminatory in intent but serve to disproportionately 
exclude racial minorities from top-level positions. This could be manifested by “modern 
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racial prejudice” (Pettigrew & Martin, 1987), which is characterized as situational, 
ostensibly non-racial, and institutional in nature. 
Modern racists see their beliefs as constituting empirical facts (Brief, 1998). They 
do not believe that they are racist because they conceptualize a racist as someone who 
espouses the old-fashioned or hostile racism beliefs (Ziegert & Hanges, 2005). Sears 
(1988) characterized modern (symbolic) racism by three components: denial of continued 
discrimination, antagonism toward minority group demands, and resentment about 
special favors for minority groups. Though traditional self-report measures have 
indicated that there has been a decline in prejudicial attitudes, workplace discrimination 
continues (Maas et al., 2000). This has prompted social scientists to design new measures 
that are consistent with the more modern expression of racism (McConahay, 1986; 
McConahay, Hardee, & Batts, 1981) as well as modern expressions of sexism (Swim, 
Aikin, & Hunter, 1995). These measures attempt to circumvent self-presentation bias to 
assess modern prejudice, which can be attributed to a neutral ideology (Fazio, Jackson, 
Dunton, & Williams, 1995).  
Implicit Prejudice 
Researchers are increasingly viewing discrimination in its more subtle and less 
observable form. Consequently, the methods used to measure prejudicial attitudes are 
evolving to address these implicit forms of discrimination. Research using indirect 
measures of prejudice suggests that subtle and implicit forms of prejudice and 
discrimination remain pervasive (Crosby, Bromley, & Saxe, 1980; Fiske, 1998). 
Although the most common way to measure racist attitudes is through explicit self-report 
measures, these measures may be influenced by self-presentation biases (Ottaway, 
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Hayden, & Oakes, 2001). Given the sensitive nature of racist and sexist attitudes and the 
reluctance for many people to openly express those attitudes (Gaertner & Dovidio, 1986), 
researchers have become interested in measures that are less likely to be shaped by 
people’s conscious control. In response to the need for less direct measures of prejudice, 
the Implicit Association Test (Greenwald, McGhee, & Schwartz, 1998) was developed to 
measures racist attitudes by recording the speed and accuracy with which participants can 
categorize words. It is a computer-based module in which descriptive words relevant to 
race and sex are paired with evaluative words (i.e., pleasant and unpleasant words). 
Implicit cognitions reflect non-conscious automatic processes (Greenwald & 
Banaji, 1995), and research has indicated that implicit attitude scores are not influenced 
by participant familiarity with the words used in the task (Dasgupta, McGhee, 
Greenwald, & Banaji, 2000). Implicit associations are believed to reflect participants’ 
ingrained beliefs and can coexist with contradicting explicit beliefs. For example, 
Caucasians can simultaneously hold conscious egalitarian attitudes and unconscious 
negative feelings and beliefs about African Americans (Dovidio & Gaertner, 1997). 
These ingrained beliefs may be activated automatically outside of the person’s 
consciousness (Greenwald & Banaji, 1995). Moreover, the amygdala is activated with 
Implicit Association Test responses, which demonstrates that the IAT captures something 
affective (Dasgupta, Greenwald, & Banaji, 2003). The amygdala, a sub-cortical structure, 
is known to be involved in emotional learning and memory.  
Further, implicit attitudes might influence behavior more than explicit attitudes 
that are produced as a result of conscious, deliberate processing (Bargh & Chartrand, 
1999). For example, Ziegert and Hanges (2005) found that implicit racist attitudes 
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interacted with a climate for racial bias to predict discrimination. Moreover, participants 
are unable to eliminate the IAT effect when instructed to do so. Kim and Greenwald 
(1998) found that when subjects who self-reported egalitarian attitudes were told that the 
IAT measured undesirable racist attitudes prior to taking the IAT, these subjects still 
found it difficult to control their biased responses. Therefore, a cautious responding 
strategy cannot explain implicit racist [and sexist] effects obtained with the IAT (Ottaway 
et al., 2001). 
Dovidio, Kawakami, and Gaertner (2002) concluded that research examining 
explicit and implicit measures of racial attitudes suggests that both are systematically 
related to behavior but to different types of behavior. In their study, they found that 
explicit prejudice measures were highly correlated with verbal behavior and self-
perceptions whereas implicit prejudice measures were correlated with nonverbal behavior 
and confederate perceptions of an interaction between a White participant and Black 
confederate. Moreover, a dissociation between explicit and implicit measures has been 
found and evidenced by weak correlations (e.g., r = -.01) between the implicit and 
explicit measures (Dovidio, Kawakami, Johnson, Johnson, & Howard, 1997; Fazio et al. 
1995). Various behaviors and perceptions may be better predicted by implicit measures 
than explicit measures whereas the reverse may be true for other behaviors and 
perceptions (Fazio et al., 1995). Implicit measures may be superior at measuring actions 
that are guided largely by automatic processes (Lambert, Payne, Ramsey, & Shaffer, 
2005); however, explicit surveys may better measure more controlled processes. In 
combination, implicit and explicit measures can contribute additively in terms of 
explaining variation along any given criterion because various complex social reactions 
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involve both automatic and controlled processes (Lambert et al., 2005). Particularly, 











The future is marked with a change in the demography of the U.S. workforce, 
which calls for training to increase sensitivity and awareness of diversity-related issues. 
The goals of such training should be to increase the understanding of and commitment to 
diversity; however, there may be factors outside of training that influence the success of 
such training initiatives. Personality factors such as Openness to Experience and implicit 
and explicit racist/sexist attitudes may affect the outcome of any training initiative. This 
study aims to determine whether diversity training has an effect on understanding 
discriminatory behavior when considering individual levels of Openness to Experience 
and implicit and explicit prejudicial attitudes.  
As organizations are becoming increasingly diverse, companies are realizing that 
they need to take measures to improve the workplace dynamics among hybrid 
individuals. Diversity training initiatives have been one of the predominant tools that 
companies have used to manage diversity (Wentling & Palma-Rivas, 1998). Although, 
initiating diversity training may be a first step to managing diversity, a subsequent step 
should consist of evaluating the training’s effectiveness. Yet, past research has not fully 
assessed diversity training’s effectiveness. Consequently, one of this study’s aims is to 
contribute to the existing diversity training literature by providing an evaluation of the 
training’s effectiveness in changing participants understanding of what constitutes 
discriminatory behavior.  
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 Hypothesis 1:   Individuals who receive diversity awareness training will have 
 significantly higher posttest scores on the Understanding Racist Behavior  
 Questionnaire than individuals who did not receive training (control group).  
 Hypothesis 2:   Individuals who receive diversity awareness training will have  
 significantly higher posttest scores on the Understanding Sexist Behavior  
 Questionnaire than individuals who did not receive training (control group). 
 Hypothesis 3:   There will be a significant training by trial interaction such that 
individuals who receive diversity awareness training will demonstrate greater 
increases in Understanding Racist Behavior, relative to individuals who do not 
receive this training. 
 Hypothesis 4:   There will be a significant training by trial interaction such that 
individuals who receive diversity awareness training will demonstrate greater 
increases in Understanding Sexist Behavior, relative to individuals who do not 
receive this training. 
 Another major issue that this study addresses is whether certain personality 
factors enhance or inhibit diversity training’s effectiveness. Various studies have 
suggested that Openness to Experience has a positive relationship with success in training 
(Barrick, Mount & Judge, 2001) and a negative relationship with prejudice (Ekehammar 
& Akrami, 2003). However, there is little evidence of research conducted to investigate 
its relationship with diversity training effectiveness.  
 Hypothesis 5:   There will be a significant Openness to Experience by trial  
 interaction such that individuals who are higher in Openness to Experience will  
 demonstrate greater increases in Understanding Racist Behavior, relative to  
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 individuals lower in Openness to Experience. 
 Hypothesis 6:   There will be a significant Openness to Experience by trial  
 interaction such that individuals who are higher in Openness to Experience will  
 demonstrate greater increases in Understanding Sexist Behavior, relative to  
 individuals lower in Openness to Experience. 
 In addition to investigating the impact of individual levels of Openness to 
Experience, this study addresses whether racist and sexist attitudes have an impact on 
diversity training outcomes. Research has demonstrated that although racist and sexist 
attitudes have become less overt in nature, they are still pervasive in workplace settings 
(Maas et al., 2001). The pervasiveness of these attitudes has been demonstrated by recent 
studies utilizing both modern and implicit measures of prejudice. Because of the sensitive 
nature of racism and sexism and the corresponding reluctance to openly express those 
attitudes (Gaertner & Dovidio, 1986), researchers have been increasingly interested in 
utilizing implicit measures, which are believed to tap into non-conscious attitudes. 
Despite the seemingly obvious link between prejudicial attitudes and diversity attitudes, I 
found no studies that directly investigate the relationship between racist and sexist 
attitudes and diversity training outcomes.  
 Hypothesis 7:   There will be a significant implicit racism by trial  interaction  
 such that individuals who are lower in implicit racism will demonstrate greater  
 increases in Understanding Racist Behavior, relative to individuals higher in  
 implicit racism. 
 Hypothesis 8:   There will be a significant implicit sexism by trial interaction such  
 that individuals who are lower in implicit sexism will demonstrate greater  
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 increases in Understanding Sexist Behavior, relative to individuals higher in  
 implicit sexism. 
 Hypothesis 9:   There will be a significant explicit modern racism by trial  
 interaction such that individuals who are lower in explicit racism will demonstrate  
 greater increases in Understanding Racist Behavior, relative to individuals higher  
 in explicit racism. 
 Hypothesis 10:   There will be a significant explicit modern sexism by trial  
 interaction such that individuals who are lower in explicit sexism will  
 demonstrate greater increases in Understanding Sexist Behavior, relative to  
 individuals higher in explicit sexism. 
 Researchers have compared implicit and explicit measures and determined that 
they are measuring different constructs. For example, people can hold conscious 
egalitarian attitudes to a minority group and unconscious negative feelings and beliefs. 
Moreover, explicit prejudice measures have higher correlations with verbal behavior and 
self-perceptions, whereas implicit prejudice measures have higher correlations with 
nonverbal behavior and confederate perceptions of an interaction (Dovidio, Kawakami, & 
Gaertner, 2002). Because explicit prejudice is so closely tied with people’s perceptions of 
what constitutes racist or sexist behavior and the outcome measure used in this study is 
explicit in nature, this study will investigate whether explicit prejudice is accounting for 
significant variance over Openness or implicit measures 
 Hypothesis 11:   Explicit racism will account for unique variance in gains in  
 Understanding Racist Behavior over and above Openness to Experience and  
 implicit racism. 
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 Hypothesis 12:   Explicit sexism will account for unique variance in gains in  
 Understanding Sexist Behavior over and above Openness to Experience and  





Three hundred and fifteen undergraduate students from a Midwestern university 
participated in this study for class credit. After excluding participants affected by 
experimenter effects (see Results), individuals with missing data, and outliers the final 
sample used for this study consisted of 210 participants. The majority of participants 
were female (62.4%), and freshman in college (68.1%). Approximately 61% of 
participants were Caucasian and 27.6% were African American and the participants 
ranged in age from 17 to 40 (M=20.11, SD=2.88).  
Design 
A Pretest/Posttest Design with treatment and control groups was used for this 
study. The Pretest/Posttest Design enables the researcher to generate more information 
concerning causality than a simple posttest design. This design allows the researcher to 
partial out testing effects. The majority of participants took the pretest and posttest, and 
approximately two-thirds of the participants partook in the training. Thus, this study 
consisted of two groups of research participants: one group given the pretest, training, 
and the posttest, and second group given just the pretest and posttest, which served as the 
control in this study. Because the hypotheses were focused on various personality and 
attitudinal factors that would differentially affect posttest scores of individuals who 
received the treatment, an equally large sample size in the control group was not 
necessary. In order to address the problems associated with having unequal n, general
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linear modeling with type III sums of squares was used. The pretests and posttests in this 
study will be discussed later in greater detail. See Table 1 to view an example of the 
Pretest/Posttest Design.  
Treatment 
The diversity training intervention was provided to 162 participants whereas 48 
participants did not receive training and served as the control group in this experiment. 
When conducting this Pretest/Posttest Design, approximately 18 training sessions were 
run with an average of 14 participants to obtain a minimum of 200 participants with 
complete data. Because behavioral change and skill building were not the primary goal of 
this study, diversity awareness training was provided rather than a more complex 
communication-based training intervention. This type of training was chosen in part 
because of the relative ease of administration, and much of the diversity training today 
incorporates awareness training to some extent (Chrobot-Mason & Quiñones, 2002). 
Further, awareness training as opposed to skill-building or role-playing was utilized 
because the outcome variable being measured was not directly assessing behavior. 
Namely, this study assessed understanding of workplace diversity and related legal issues 
via the Understanding Sexist Behavior Questionnaire (USBQ) and the Understanding 
Racist Behavior Questionnaire (URBQ). 
The diversity awareness training that was provided in the form of a lecture and 
was approximately a half an hour in duration. The training included visual slides in a 
Microsoft PowerPoint presentation denoting key points in the lecture. The principle 
investigator presented definitions and examples of race and sex-based workplace 
discrimination and harassment. Following these definitions and examples, statistics 
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regarding the prevalence and the business-related financial implications of discrimination 
were provided (See http://www.eeoc.gov/). The training then presented participants with 
a series of recent court cases brought forth by the Equal Employment Opportunity 
Commission (EEOC) for sexually and racially discriminatory practices, the outcome of 
those cases, and statistics regarding discriminatory practices in the workplace. This 
training was designed specifically for this study and is comparable to an existing training 
developed to increase understanding of sexual harassment issues (Miller, 2001).  
Measures 
Implicit Racism. Participants’ automatic beliefs about African Americans relative 
to Caucasians were assessed via the Race Implicit Association Test (IAT) (Greenwald, 
McGhee, & Schwartz, 1998; Nosek, Banaji, & Greenwald, 2007, 
https://implicit.harvard.edu/implicit/demo/). In the race form of the IAT, participants are 
shown names of African American and Caucasian people. These names were later paired 
with pleasant and unpleasant words to determine participants’ implicit associations 
between these pairings.  
This computer-based assessment began by displaying instructions for the 
participants about the keys that they are supposed to press to denote an association. After 
a few practice sessions with unrelated words and categories, the words ‘African 
American’ and ‘Euro American’ appeared on the upper right and left hand corners of the 
screen, respectively. The names of both Black and White individuals appeared on the 
center of the screen, and participants were asked to determine which face goes with 
which category. Later, the terms ‘pleasant’ and ‘unpleasant’ are on the upper corners of 
the screen and descriptive words appeared center-screen that reflect pleasant and 
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unpleasant things (e.g., joy and evil), and participants had to correctly match the word to 
the correct category. Some concerns have been raised about participants’ familiarity with 
the African American names presented and its effect on the response latencies which has 
led to the use of pictures of African and European Americans as opposed to names. 
However, research has demonstrated that the implicit associations are not compromised 
by stimulus familiarity (Dasgupta, McGhee, Greenwald, & Banaji, 2000).  
Afterward, subjects had African American and Pleasant/Euro American and 
Unpleasant paired together and the names and descriptive words appeared center-screen 
in random order. Subsequently, the test included Euro American and Pleasant/African 
American and Unpleasant and presented the names and descriptive words in random 
order. The strength of the automatic association was measured by the speed of an 
individual’s correct response in pairing a name or a descriptive term with its respective 
category. The IAT effect demonstrating automatic race preference was measured by 
taking the difference in mean response latencies for the African American and 
Pleasant/Euro American and Unpleasant segment compared to the Euro American and 
Pleasant/African American and Unpleasant segment (Greenwald et al., 1998). A larger 
IAT effect indicates greater levels of implicit racism.  
Because the IAT is a testing procedure rather than a standard scale, its 
corresponding criterion-related correlates cannot be treated in the same manner. 
However, Hofman, Gawronski, Gschwendner, Le, and Schmitt’s (2005) meta-analysis 
reported average reliabilities of .79 for coefficients of equivalence between IAT and self-
report measures (internal consistency and split half). Further studies have also 
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demonstrated that the IAT is not based on stimulus familiarity (Dasgupta et al., 2003), 
and its validity is not compromised by response distortion (Kim & Greenwald, 1998).  
Implicit Sexism. Automatic beliefs about women relative to men were assessed by 
having participants complete an Implicit Association Test (Greenwald, McGhee, & 
Schwartz, 1998; Nosek, Banaji, & Greenwald, 2007, 
https://implicit.harvard.edu/implicit/). The gender-IAT is a computer-based test which 
assesses the extent to which individuals automatically associate women with family 
rather than science. The gender-IAT was constructed in part by social role theory (Eagly, 
1987) and role congruity theory (Eagly & Karau, 2002). These theories state that people 
hold gender norms for men and women in which women are given more helpful 
characteristics like nurturance, supportiveness, and interpersonal sensitivity whereas men 
are characterized in agentic terms and seen as dominant, self-confident, independent, and 
ambitious. Consequently, society distributes men and women into breadwinner and 
homemaker roles and assigns certain occupations to men and women based on gender. 
The gender-IAT followed the exact format of the race-IAT with some minor differences.  
The gender-IAT measures automatic beliefs about women relative to men by 
pairing male and female roles (e.g., father and mother) with words used to describe 
science and family (e.g., physics and baby). The IAT measures the strength of an 
association by the quickness of an individual’s response in pairing a name and a 
descriptive word. The IAT effect demonstrating automatic gender stereotyping will be 
measured by taking the difference in mean response latencies for the women and 
science/men and family segment compared to the more normative women and 
family/men and science segment. A larger IAT effect is indicative of greater implicit 
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sexism. Validity and reliability information reported in the Implicit Racism section above 
is reflective of the validity and reliability of the gender-IAT. 
Modern Racism. Although McConahay (1986) developed both Old-Fashioned and 
Modern Racism Scales, this study only included the Modern Racism Scale (MRS) (see 
Appendix A). This decision was based on the fact that a number of the Old-Fashioned 
Racism scale questions do not coincide with viewpoints that would be openly expressed 
by the majority of the participants. Further, because the assessment was given to a 
racially mixed participant pool, the explicit nature of some of the questions might have 
offended the test-takers. Rather, the Modern Racism Scale was used because it assesses 
beliefs associated with subtle forms of racism. The underlying classification scheme for 
modern racism is similar to Sears’ (1988) classification of symbolic prejudice, which 
consisted of: denial of continued discrimination, antagonism toward minority group 
demands, and resentment about special favors for minority groups.  
The MRS consists of seven questions on a 5-point Likert scale which ranges from 
Strongly Disagree to Strongly Agree; however, for the purposes of this study, only six 
questions were administered. One item on school desegregation policies was purposefully 
excluded because it was not pertinent to the sample being tested. Scores were averaged 
and higher scores were indicative of lower prejudice. An example item from the MRS is, 
“Discrimination against Blacks is no longer a problem in the United States”. McConahay 
(1983) reported coefficient alphas for MRS that ranged from .86 to .91 in previous 
college student samples (as cited in Brief et al., 2000). This study’s reported alpha was 
comparable at .83 (see Table 2).  
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Modern Sexism. The Modern Sexism scale was used because its questions were 
fashioned after the Modern Racism Scale. Moreover, Modern Sexism was measured as 
opposed to Old-Fashioned Sexism because Swim, Aikin, Hall, and Hunter (1995) 
provided support for a distinction between Modern and Old-Fashioned forms of Sexism 
(see Appendix A). In their study, goodness of fit indices derived from Confirmatory 
Factor Analyses (CFA) indicated that a two-factor solution, denoting old-fashioned and 
modern prejudices, fit significantly better than one-factor solutions for both racism and 
sexism. The Old-Fashioned sexism scale was not included in this study because the 
content was outdated for the participant population. The Modern Sexism scale consists of 
eight items on a 5-point Likert scale ranging from Strongly Agree to Strongly Disagree.  
Of the eight questions, 3 were positively keyed and 5 were negatively keyed. For 
positively keyed items, Strongly Agree was assigned a value of 1 and Strongly Disagree 
was assigned a value of 5. For negatively keyed items, the opposite was true: Strongly 
Agree was assigned a value of 5 and Strongly Disagree was assigned a value of 1. The 
overall score was determined by computing the average of the scores, and higher scores 
indicated lower levels of prejudice. The Modern Sexism Scale assesses individual beliefs 
concerning the prevalence of sexism, complaints regarding sexism, and efforts to reduce 
sexism. An example item is, “It is rare to see women treated in a sexist manner on 
television.” Swim et al. (1995) reported a Cronbach’s alpha of .84 for the Modern Sexism 
scale, and this study found comparable reliability estimates (α = .80; see Table 2). For the 
purposes of this study, the Modern Racism and Modern Sexism scales were administered 
in a single measure. 
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Openness to Experience. Openness to Experience was measured by a subset of 
questions from the Goldberg International Personality Item Pool (IPIP) (International 
Personality Item Pool, 2001) (see Appendix B). Goldberg’s International Personality Item 
Pool (IPIP) was chosen in part because of its convergent validity estimates with several 
well-known Big Five personality measures including the NEO-PI-R (McCrae & Costa, 
1992) and the Hogan Personality Inventory (Hogan, 1992). The IPIP consists of 135 
questions, however, the 20 item Openness to Experience scale was used (α = .86; see 
Table 2). Sample items were rated on a 5-point Likert scale ranging from Very Inaccurate 
to Very Accurate. Respondents were asked to use the rating scale to describe how 
accurately each statement describes them. Questions were positively and negatively 
keyed to avoid response pattern bias. For positively keyed items, Very Inaccurate was 
assigned a value of 1 whereas Very Accurate was assigned a value of 5. For negatively 
keyed items, the opposite was true: Very Inaccurate was assigned a value of 5 and Very 
Accurate was assigned a value of 1. The total score can be calculated by summing up the 
total of all scores. A higher score indicated that a participant embodies more of the 
Openness to Experience construct. An example item is, “Willing to try anything once.”  
 Understanding Discriminatory Behavior. The outcome measures in this study were 
the Understanding Sexist Behavior Questionnaire (USBQ; see Appendix C) and the 
Understanding Racist Behavior Questionnaire (URBQ; see Appendix D). The USBQ 
consisted of 29 items whereas the URBQ consisted of 22 items. These measures were 
developed using the framework from the SEQ-DoD, a measure that assesses sexual 
harassment in the military (Fitzgerald, Magley, Drasgow, & Waldo, 1998). However, 
because these assessments were created specifically for this study, they were pilot-tested 
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on a sample of undergraduate students prior to using them for this study (N=48). The 
pilot tests demonstrated the soundness of the psychometric properties of these scales. The 
USBQ and URBQ demonstrated strong reliability (α = .92 and α = .95, respectively).  
 The USBQ and URBQ assessed individual understanding of what behaviors are 
considered discriminatory in the workplace by providing workplace scenarios to the 
participants and asking that they decide whether someone performing the behavior should 
receive no punishment, a verbal reprimand, a written reprimand, suspension without pay, 
or termination. No punishment was assigned a value of one whereas termination was 
assigned a value of five. The total score was an average of the responses and higher 
scores were indicative of greater sensitivity to discriminatory behavior. The workplace 
scenarios and appropriate answers corresponded with case law on race and sex 
discrimination. An example item from the USBQ is “made offensive comments regarding 
a subordinate coworker’s femininity”. An example item from the URBQ is “Gave 
subordinates unequal work assignments solely because of their race.”  
Procedure 
 When participants arrived at the experiment they were given consent forms (see 
Appendix E), which outlined specifics regarding this study including the fact that 
participation was completely voluntary and that participants could withdraw from this 
study at any time. Participants were then assigned randomly to experimental and control 
groups. Participants in both groups were asked to answer demographic questions (see 
Appendix G), complete two paper and pencil questionnaires and two computer-based 
paired association tests. The first paper and pencil questionnaire consisted of the 
Openness to Experience, Modern Sexism, Modern Racism, Understanding Racist 
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Behavior Questionnaire, and Understanding Sexist Behavior Questionnaire. After the 
first paper and pencil questionnaire were completed, the participants completed the IAT 
gender and IAT race measures. Then either the diversity training or the time management 
training session was given. Upon completion of the training session, the participants were 
asked to complete the final questionnaire which consisted of the Understanding Sexist 
Behavior Questionnaire and the Understanding Racist Behavior Questionnaire. The entire 
research session lasted approximately 1½ hours. 
In attempts to avoid testing effects that might result from completing the racism 
measures before the sexism measures or vice versa, the Modern Racism and Modern 
Sexism scales were combined in random order to form the Modern Racism and Sexism 
Scale. This was simply done because both of these scales contain fewer than ten items. 
Combining scales for the Understanding Racist and Sexist Behavior Questionnaires was 
not as simple because these measures are fairly lengthy. Thus, this study counterbalanced 
the USBQ and URBQ in order to further avoid testing effects that might result from the 
order in which the prejudice measures were given. Half of the participants completed the 
USBQ then the URBQ pre-training and the URBQ then the USBQ post-training, and the 
other half of the participants completed the URBQ then the USBQ pre-training and the 
USBQ then the URBQ post-training. The order of the IAT was not counterbalanced 







Three hundred and fifteen subjects participated in the study. Of the 315 subjects, 
32 subjects were removed from the analysis due to missing data in the outcome variables. 
Of the remaining 283 subjects, one of the subjects was removed because it was detected 
as an outlier according to a Mahalanobis Distance test. A Mahalanobis distance test was 
conducted on each of the predictor and outcome measures (i.e., IPIP Openness, MRS, 
MS, and URBQ and USBQ pretest and posttest) with the exception of the IATs. 
Demographic characteristics of the sample are provided in Table 3. The sample 
was approximately 64% female. The participants were largely Caucasian (62%), 
Freshmen in college (68%), and had worked less than 5 years (66%). These sample 
demographics are consistent with the demographics of the subject pool at the university 
where the experimental data was collected. Additionally, I examined the corresponding 
frequency distributions and found no evidence of extreme skewness or kurtosis. Thus, all 
variables conformed to a normal distribution. 
Table 4 displays demographic information by experimental condition. Subjects were 
evenly distributed across the trained and untrained conditions in terms of gender χ²(1, N = 
282) = 0.37, p = .54, race χ²(5, N = 282) = 6.75, p = .24, and age t (281) = .63, p= .53 
(two-tailed). Furthermore, subjects were evenly distributed across trained and untrained 
conditions in terms of religion χ²(6, N = 279) = 2.77, p = .84, major χ²(8, N = 282) = 7.59, 
p = .48, education χ²(4, N = 282) = 4.25, p = .37, and years worked t (279) -.60, p = .55 
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(two-tailed). 
Tests for Initial Group Differences 
The means and standard deviations were calculated for each predictor and 
outcome variable and are displayed in Table 5. The table includes descriptive statistics 
within both the trained and untrained conditions. Tests for initial group differences were 
conducted on participants in the trained and untrained conditions (see Table 6). Although 
random assignment was conducted for this study, there were notable differences found in 
an independent samples t test between the mean USBQ and URBQ pretest scores of the 
trained and untrained groups. There was a significant effect for URBQ pretest scores, t 
(138) = 2.10, p < .05 (two-tailed), with the control group scoring higher than the 
experimental (trained) group. Further, there was a marginally significant effect for USBQ 
pretest scores, with the control group scoring higher than the experimental (trained) 
group, t (138) = 1.92, p = .06 (two-tailed).  
Outliers in the IAT data were omitted to determine if they were contributing to the 
initial group differences in the control and experimental conditions. The IAT data was 
reduced following the format provided by Greenwald et al. (1998) in which all latencies 
below 300 ms were recoded to be 300 ms and all latencies above 3,000 ms were recoded 
to be 3,000. Additionally, the first two trials of each block were omitted because of their 
typically lengthened latencies. Omitting outliers in the IAT data did not change the 
pretest differences between the control and treatment groups. Rather, the control group 
continued to demonstrate higher pretest scores on the outcome measures than the 
treatment group.  
31 
As mentioned above (p. 31), there was no evidence that the trained and untrained 
groups differed in terms of demographic variables. Consequently, I conducted additional 
analyses to ensure that the research assistants who aided me in the study were evenly 
distributed across experimental conditions. Although I was the primary experimenter for 
each trial, and the trials were all conducted in a similar fashion, research assistants were 
on hand for some of the trials to hand out surveys, set up the gender and race IATs, and 
greet/seat participants as they arrived. Correspondingly, to test for experimenter effects, I 
tested whether the RAs tested similar proportions of participants in the trained and 
untrained conditions and whether there were any significant differences in the outcome 
variables (i.e., URBQ and USBQ) when the RA’s were present.  
The first step to test for experimenter effects was to break down the training 
sessions by RA. Including myself, there were 4 RA conditions. All of the RAs were 
female. RA1, the primary experimenter was 25 years old and of Asian descent. RA2 was 
21 years old and Caucasian. RA3 was 20 years old and African American, RA4 was an 
unknown RA condition, which was believed to be predominantly RA1. Unfortunately, 
not enough information was available to verify that RA1 = RA4. When RAs were broken 
down to determine whether they ran similar proportions of trained and control group 
participants, differences surfaced (see Table 7). The different RAs did not run the same 
number of participants, and they differed in the proportion of trained and control 
participants that they tested. Upon finding these initial differences in the number and 
proportion of trained and untrained participants tested, I then tested to see if the RAs had 
different effects on the pretest scores on the URBQ and USBQ.  
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I tested pretest differences across RAs through a series of t tests and found that 
there were significant differences in the USBQ and URBQ pretest when different RAs 
were helping to facilitate the study. Interestingly, when RA1 was the sole person 
conducting the study, the participants had significantly higher pretest scores on the 
USBQ and URBQ measures (M = 3.68, SD = .60; and M = 3.83, SD = .61, respectively) 
than in both the conditions with RA2 (M = 3.28, SD = .61; and M = 3.44, SD = .53; t = 
2.73, p < .01 (two-tailed); t = 2.81, p < .01 (two-tailed)) and RA3 (M = 3.52, SD = .65; 
and M = 3.51, SD = .71; t = 1.11, p = .27 (two-tailed); t = 2.13, p < .05 (two-tailed)). 
Although the participants scored higher on the pretest USBQ and URBQ measures if they 
were paired with RA1 (M = 3.68, SD = .60; and M = 3.83, SD = .61) than RA4 (M = 3.56, 
SD = .56; and M = 3.79, SD = .66), the differences were not significant (t = .87, p = .39 
(two-tailed); t = .26, p = .80 (two-tailed), respectively). These non-significant findings 
supported my belief that RA4 was indeed RA1. I also conducted F tests to assess 
differences in variance across the RA conditions. The homogeneity of variance testing 
indicated that there were non-significant differences in variance across all RA conditions 
(See Table 8).  
RA1 and RA4 conducted the majority of the participants, were not significantly 
different from one another on either the USBQ or URBQ pretests, and were both believed 
to be the principle investigator. As a result, I opted to rerun an independent samples t test 
on the participants that RA1 and RA4 ran to see if there were still significant differences 
between the pretest measures of the USBQ and URBQ. These t tests showed no 
significant differences between the pretest measures for the trained and control conditions 
(see Table 9). Further, the frequency distributions of the demographic characteristics of 
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the sample did not differ significantly from the full sample (see Tables 10 and 11). The t 
test results confirmed that there was an experimenter effect that influenced the pretest 
scores for the participants. Based on these analyses, I decided to run the proposed 
hypotheses using the sample with only RA1 and RA4 data. See Table 12 for descriptive 
statistics on the predictor and outcome measures in the trained and untrained conditions 
for this adjusted sample.  
Tests of Hypotheses 
Hypotheses 1 and 2 were tested with independent sample t tests to see whether 
there were significant differences in the post-test mean scores of the control (untrained) 
and experimental (trained) groups (see Table 13). The t test for independent means 
revealed that the posttest Understanding Racist Behavior scores for the trained group 
were not significantly higher than the posttest Understanding Racist Behavior scores for 
the control (untrained) group, which does not provide support for the first hypothesis. 
With alpha set at .05, the independent samples t test indicated that the URBQ posttest for 
the trained group was not significantly different than the URBQ posttest for the untrained 
group, t (208) = .27, p = .40 (one-tailed), d = .04. There was also no support for the 
second hypothesis because the t test for independent means revealed that the posttest 
Understanding Sexist Behavior scores for the trained group were not significantly 
different than the posttest Understanding Sexist Behavior scores for the control 
(untrained) group, t (208) = -.29, p = .39 (one-tailed), d = .04. In short, posttest scores for 
participants in the training condition did not significantly differ from posttest scores for 
participants in the control condition on both the URBQ and USBQ (d = .04).  
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Hypotheses 3 and 4 were tested with repeated measures anovas. The training 
condition, trial, and their interaction were entered in one step to test Hypotheses 3 and 4. 
Hypothesis 3 was not supported (see Table 14) because the results did not reveal a 
significant training condition by trial interaction effect. There was not a significant 
interaction between pretest and posttest scores and training, F(1, 77) = .46, p = .50. That 
is, individuals who received diversity awareness training did not demonstrate greater 
increases in understanding of racist behavior, relative to individuals who did not receive 
this training. However, Hypothesis 4 was supported (see Table 15) because there was a 
significant trial by training interaction such that individuals scored higher on the USBQ 
measures as a function of the training F(1, 77) = 6.25, p < .05. To further examine this 
effect, I conducted a post hoc analysis in which I examined changes in understanding 
sexist behavior in the trained and untrained conditions. Analyses indicated that there was 
a significant trial effect for participants the trained condition (Wilks’ Lambda = .62, F(1, 
49) = 29.62,   p < .01) and participants in the untrained condition (Wilks’ Lambda = .76,  
F(1, 28) = 8.86, p < .01) (See Figure 1).  
Hypotheses 5 through 11 were tested with repeated measures anovas. In order to 
test Hypotheses 5 and 6, Openness to Experience, trial, and their interaction were entered 
in one step to test for a significant Openness to Experience by trial interaction effect. 
Hypotheses 5 and 6 were not supported (see Tables 16 and 17) because the results did not 
reveal significant Openness by trial interaction effects. Hypothesis 5 was not supported 
because results failed to indicate that individuals who had higher Openness to Experience 
demonstrated greater increases in understanding of racist behavior relative to individuals 
who had lower Openness to Experience F(1, 77) = 1.04, p = .31. Further, Hypothesis 6 
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was not supported because results failed to indicate that individuals who had higher 
Openness to Experience demonstrated greater increases in understanding of sexist 
behavior relative to individuals with lower Openness to Experience F(1, 77) = .29, p = 
.59.  
Hypotheses 7 through 10 assessed whether interactions existed between implicit 
or explicit modern racism or sexism and trial in their effects on understanding racist or 
sexist behavior. Hypotheses 7 and 8 were tested by entering the IAT effect, trial, and their 
interaction in step one to test for a significant IAT by trial interaction effect. Hypothesis 7 
was not supported (see Table 18) because the results revealed a non-significant IAT – 
Race by trial interaction effect, F(1, 76) = 1.10, p = .30. In short, results failed to suggest 
that individuals who had larger IAT-race effects (higher implicit racism) demonstrated 
greater increases in understanding racist behavior relative to individuals who had lower 
IAT race effects (less implicit racism). Additionally,  Hypothesis 8 was not supported 
because the results revealed a non-significant IAT – Gender by trial interaction effect, 
F(1, 76) = .03, p = .87 (see Table 19). The results failed to indicate that individuals 
demonstrate greater understanding of sexist behavior when they have less implicit sexism 
as measured by the gender-IAT.  
The next set of hypotheses involved investigating the relationship between 
modern sexism and racism and the trials. Hypothesis 9 was not supported because the 
trial by explicit modern racism interaction was not significant, F(1, 77) = .74, p = .39 (see 
Table 20). In short, results revealed that individuals who are lower in explicit racism did 
not demonstrate greater increases in Understanding Racist Behavior, relative to 
individuals higher in explicit racism. Additionally, no support was found for Hypothesis 
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10. Hypothesis 10 was not supported because results revealed no significant trial by 
explicit modern sexism interaction, F(1, 77) = .35, p = .56 (see Table 21). These results 
suggested that there were no significant differences in increases in Understanding Sexist 
Behavior for people high or low in Modern Sexism. 
Hypotheses 11 and 12 required the use of a hierarchical multiple regression 
equation to test for the incremental variance that explicit sexism and racism accounted for 
in USBQ and URBQ gains over and above implicit modern sexism and racism, training, 
and Openness to Experience. The significance of each added variable is denoted in an F 
test, and the statistic of interest is the change in R2 (Cohen et al., 2003). Support for these 
hypotheses would be obtained if there was a significant change in the R2 value. 
To test Hypothesis 11, Openness to Experience was entered in step 1, implicit 
racism in step 2, training in step 3, and explicit modern racism in step 4. Hypothesis 11 
was not supported because results revealed that the explicit racism did not account for a 
significant increment in variance in gains in the URBQ (∆R² = .01) (see Table 22) after 
controlling for the effects of Openness to Experience, implicit racism, and the training. 
Testing Hypothesis 12 involved entering Openness to Experience in step 1, 
implicit sexism in step 2, training in step 3 and explicit sexism in step 4. Hypothesis 12 
was not supported because results revealed that explicit sexism did not account for a 
significant increment in the variance in gains in the USBQ (∆R² = .00) (see Table 23) 





Exploratory Measures and Analyses 
 In attempt to rule out alternative explanations in this study, participants completed 
additional measures that were used for exploratory analyses. The results from the 
additional analyses conducted were purposefully omitted from this document because 
they are outside the scope of this thesis and provide no substantive contribution to the 
findings reported. However, details regarding the additional measures included are 
provided below. Because social desirability in responding may have influenced 
participant responses, participants were asked to complete the Balanced Inventory of 
Desirable Responding (BIDR; Paulhus, 1984; see Appendix H), which assesses social 
desirability, which may lead to response distortion. This measure was included in this 
study because the sensitive nature of the subject matter could lead to response distortion. 
Although implicit measures of racism and sexism are not influenced by self-presentation 
biases, explicit measures of racism and sexism are often subject to self-presentation 
biases. 
In addition to the BIDR, subjects were asked to take an additional measure that 
assessed modern sexism. The Modern Sexism scale was chosen primarily because the 
Modern Sexism scale was fashioned after questions from the Modern Racism Scale. 
However, the Neo-Sexism Scale is another commonly used measure of modern sexism 
(see Appendix I). Although past research has demonstrated that both the Modern Sexism 
scale and the Neo-Sexism scale are good predictors of attitudes about feminism, the Neo-
Sexism scale has demonstrated better internal reliability (α = .81) and exhibited stronger 
gender differences (Campbell, Schellenberg, & Senn, 1997). Therefore, including this 
scale for exploratory analyses was warranted. The Neo-Sexism Scale is an 11-item scale, 
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which uses a 7-point Likert scale that ranges from strongly disagree to strongly agree. 
Higher scores indicate higher levels of contemporary sexism. 
An additional outcome measure was also included among the exploratory 
measures as well. The main outcome measures for this study looked specifically at the 
extent to which people understand what practices constitute discrimination in the 
workplace, and the USBQ and URBQ were used because of their close link with the 
training provided. Although understanding what constitutes discrimination in the 
workplace is important from a preventative standpoint, assessing changes in an 
individuals’ commitment to diversity might be an interesting endeavor. Therefore, the 
Commitment to Diversity Scale (Miller, Narayan, Palumbo, & Tristan, 2002; see 
Appendix J) was included as an exploratory outcome measure. This scale assesses an 
individual’s proclivity to adhere to practices that ensure diversity in the organization. 
Commitment to diversity is the relative strength of an individual’s dedication to accepting 
and promoting heterogeneity and diversity-related programs. The Commitment to 
Diversity Scale consists of 17 questions, 12 of which are answered on a 5-point Likert 
scale ranging from Strongly Disagree = 1 to Strongly Agree = 5. The remaining five 
questions are answered in terms of frequency on a 5-point Likert scale ranging from 
Never = 1 to Always = 5. On the frequency portion of the assessment, there is one 
negatively keyed item in which Never = 5 and Always = 1. The final score was an 
average of all of the individual scores. A higher score indicates a higher level of 
commitment to diversity. 
Lastly, because the hierarchical regression results from Hypotheses 11 and 12 did 
not reveal that explicit sexism/racism accounted for unique variance in the training 
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outcome over and above Openness to Experience and implicit modern sexism/racism, 
additional hierarchical regressions were conducted to assess whether the other 
independent variables had incremental variance in the training outcome. Namely, the 
regressions conducted examined whether Openness to Experience or implicit 
racism/sexism accounted for unique variance in the training outcome over and above the 










Although training is at the core of many organizational diversity initiatives 
(Wentling & Palma-Rivas, 1998), little research has been conducted to evaluate the 
effectiveness of diversity training or the personality factors or attitudinal variables that 
might diminish or enhance training’s effectiveness. This study attempted to evaluate 
diversity training’s effectiveness; however, there was no evidence that the diversity 
training provided in this study had any significant impact on changing participant 
attitudes. Moreover, there was no evidence to suggest that the personality and attitudinal 
variables in the study impacted training’s effectiveness. That is, Openness to Experience 
and implicit and explicit sexism and racism did not significantly impact changes in 
participants’ understanding of what constitutes discriminatory behavior. The one 
significant finding in this study was that participants had significant gains in their 
understanding of sexist behavior from pretest to posttest, which suggests that training 
might have an impact on altering people’s understanding of sexist behavior. However, in 
general, the results of this study should be interpreted with caution.   
One of the precursors to the majority of the hypotheses proposed was that there be 
a demonstrable training effect on participants’ performance on the outcome measures. 
The training effect proposed in Hypotheses 1 and 2 was not supported such that 
participants in the training condition did not outperform the participants in the control 
condition on the posttest outcome measures. In sum, individuals who received diversity 
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awareness training did not demonstrate significant increases in understanding sexist and 
racist behavior posttest measures when compared to the control group.  
In addition to comparing diversity training outcomes across conditions, this study 
sought to address whether diversity training had an impact on adjusting people’s 
understanding of what constitutes discriminatory behavior across trials. This question 
was addressed by Hypotheses 3 and 4. Although Hypothesis 3 was not supported, a 
significant training by trial interaction for the Understanding Sexism measure provided 
support for Hypothesis 4. Namely, the trained group’s increases in understanding racist 
behavior were not significantly different from the individuals who did not receive the 
training. However, the trained group’s increases in understanding sexist behavior were 
significantly different from the untrained group. 
The remainder of this study focused on individual differences (e.g., Openness and 
prejudicial attitudes) that might affect diversity training outcomes. This study was a 
response to the dearth of research on how individual differences affect diversity training 
effectiveness. The hypotheses that people higher in Openness to Experience will 
demonstrate greater increases in Understanding Racist and Sexist behavior were not 
supported. However, Openness to Experience was positively related to participants’ 
understanding sexism posttest scores regardless of participants’ pretest scores. However, 
this positive relationship was not statistically significant. In short, the personality variable 
of Openness did not have a significant impact on gains in understanding discriminatory 
behavior. 
Overall, the explicit measures, the implicit measures, and Openness to Experience 
did not demonstrate a significant impact on the gains in understanding discriminatory 
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behavior. Participants who were high in Openness or exhibited lower levels of implicit 
racism or sexism did not have significantly greater gains in understanding discriminatory 
behavior from pretest to posttest when compared to the control group. Further, 
individuals who were lower in explicit sexism or racism did not exhibit significantly 
greater gains in understanding sexist or racist behavior from pretest to posttest. 
Consequently, no strong conclusions can be drawn about the impact of these individual 
difference factors on diversity training outcomes. In sum, although a significant training 
interaction was found for the understanding sexism measures, Openness to Experience 
and implicit and explicit sexist and racist attitudes did not have a significant impact on 
gains in understanding discriminatory behavior.  
One of the purposes behind this study was to determine if a one-size-fits-all 
approach to diversity training can work in organizations. Because one-size-fits-all 
approaches are prototypical of many diversity training initiatives, investigating the 
soundness of this approach was of particular interest. Unfortunately, the data from this 
study was insufficient to answer this question.  
Implications 
This study did not demonstrate that diversity training can make a difference in 
how people interpret discriminatory behavior. However, this does not lessen the need for 
research in this area. As organizations are becoming increasingly diverse, methods to 
improve communication among hybrid employees are of increasing concern. Moreover, 
knowledge of the impact of factors that may enhance or inhibit training outcomes is 
important because it could potentially offset the various expenses (e.g., time, money, and 
effort) associated with managing diversity. Much of the literature to date on diversity 
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training looks specifically at environmental factors that effect training effectiveness such 
as type of training used and trainee/trainer motivation. Because these variables can be 
manipulated to make training more effective, there has been greater research interest in 
these factors. Oftentimes, organizations choose people and assume that training is going 
to change their attitudes; however, people’s attitudes might not be as malleable as some 
believe. Moreover, these attitudes play a significant role in how people learn and process 
new information.  
This study investigated the relationships between diversity training outcomes and 
Openness to Experience and implicit and explicit prejudice and questioned the 
effectiveness of a one-size-fits-all approach for diversity training. However, the findings 
were insufficient to fully answer the question of whether a one-size-fits-all approach is 
sufficient for diversity training initiatives.  
Although this study did not support its proposed hypotheses, the powerful impact 
that trainer characteristics had on the study’s outcome measures may have some 
interesting implications. The influence that the presence of the RAs had on the pretest of 
the outcome measures raises the question of whether using explicit outcome measures is 
sufficient when conducting experiments looking at diversity. Moreover, there could be a 
myriad of other factors that influence diversity training outcomes that researchers have 
not even begun to address. 
Limitations 
This study had a number of limitations. One notable limitation was that this study 
had initial group differences between the control and treatment groups on the pretest 
USBQ and URBQ measures. Investigation of these initial group differences led me to 
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find experimenter effects, which forced me to omit a large proportion of my sample. 
Consequently, this reduction in sample size made it more difficult to detect effects both 
within and between subjects.  
Another limitation of this study was that the training intervention was weak and 
the outcome measures may have been flawed. In addition to my pilot-tests on the 
outcome measures, pilot tests should have also been conducted to determine the 
effectiveness of the training used. Because this training was central to my hypotheses, 
greater consideration and testing of its effectiveness should have been conducted prior to 
the study. In addition, the outcome measures used in this study may have been a 
limitation in this study. Although the outcome measures were pilot tested, this study did 
not replicate past research that suggested a stronger, positive relationship between 
understanding sexist behavior and Openness (Miller, 2001; see Table 2). 
Lastly, this study was limited in its generalizability. The main limit to this study’s 
generalizability was that it was an experiment and the participants involved were not a 
part of the general working population. The experimental nature of this study was 
necessary to isolate cause and effect; however conducting the experiment in a lab as 
opposed to a field setting did not account for the myriad of other factors that may play a 
role in a company that is conducting diversity training (e.g., organizational culture, social 
factors). Additionally, the sample was not completely reflective of the general working 
population because the majority of participants were undergraduates from a Midwestern 
university who were predominantly Caucasian and female. However, results generated 
from this participant pool should be able to generalize to part-time/temporary employees, 
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as many of these students held part-time/temporary jobs. Thirty-five percent of the 
participants indicated that they worked twenty or more hours per week.  
Future Research 
This study provides researchers with a new avenue to study with regards to 
diversity training. Because of the limitations associated with this study, future researchers 
may want to consider replicating this study with a larger, more generalizable sample. 
Additionally, researchers may want to investigate how other attitudes or personality traits 
beyond racism, sexism and Openness to Experience may affect diversity training. 
Openness to Experience was the only personality variable that was investigated in this 
study, but there is research that suggests that Agreeableness is related to prejudicial 
attitudes (Ekehammar & Akrami, 2003).  
Moreover, researchers may want to investigate how attitudes or personality 
factors affect various forms of diversity training. This study consisted primarily of an 
awareness training which presented various statistics and legal cases; however, various 
other moderators might surface if a more behavior-based training is used as the treatment. 
Further, expanding the concept of diversity (e.g., age, sexual orientation, diversity of 
opinions, religion, ethnicity) may enhance knowledge in this area. This study focused 
primarily on issues of race and sex; however, the concept of diversity has become quite 
broad in nature and various other forms of diversity should be addressed in future 
literature. 
Additionally, it may be of interest to researchers to assess the relationship 
between implicit predictors and outcome measures that are also implicit in nature. 
Although developing an implicit measure of understanding discriminatory behavior was 
46 
47 
outside of the scope of this study, future studies with a focus on implicit measures may 
benefit from developing such an outcome measure. 
Although the findings of this research study were largely non-significant, 
researchers may still want to investigate why diversity relations in organizations have 
fallen short of expectations. There are numerous potential research avenues that involve 
diversity training and its potential moderators. Additionally, future research in this area 
may influence managers and HR professionals to rethink their current diversity practices 
and consider individual differences when implementing diversity training initiatives to 
increase its overall effectiveness and applicability. After all, if so much money and time 
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The Pretest/Posttest Design with Control 
Group    Pre-Test    Treatment   Post-
Test 
Group 1   Pre-Test 1   X   Post-
Test 1 
n = 162 
Group 2   Pre-Test 2      Post-
Test 2 




Correlations and Reliabilities of the Study Variables for Full Sample 
Measure M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
1. Openness 3.55 .61 .86 .15* .09 .03 -.10 .09 -.09 .12 .07 
2. MRS 3.79 .85  .82 .66** -.32** -.04 .22* .24* .29** .31** 
3. MS 3.58 .68   .79 -.21** -.03 .15 .24* .17* .23** 
4. IAT Race 73.05 247.94    -- .09 -.12 -.05 -.07 -.02 
5. IAT  Gender 92.88 150.94     -- .03 .00 -.08 -.04 
6. URBQ Pretest 3.66 .65      .92 .67** .81** .66** 
7. USBQ Pretest 3.52 .62       .93 .70** .77** 
8. URBQ Posttest 3.86 .69        .95 .87** 
9. USBQ Posttest 3.70 .67         .96 
Note. Coefficient alphas are presented in boldface along the diagonal. IPIP = International Personality Item Pool; MRS = Modern Racism 
Scale; MS = Modern Sexism scale; IAT = Implicit Association Test; URBQ = Understanding Racist Behavior Questionnaire; USBQ = 
Understanding Sexist Behavior Questionnaire. 
*p < .05. **p < .01. 
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Table 3 
Frequency Distributions of Demographic Variables for the Full Sample  
Demographic    Category     
Gender         
 Male Female       
   Frequency 102 180       
   Percent 36.2% 63.8%       
Race         
 African Asian Caucasian Hispanic Native  Other   
   Frequency 74 7 176 6 0 18   
   Percent 26.2% 2.5% 62.4% 2.1% 0.0% 6.4%   
Religion         
 Catholic Judaism Islam/Muslim Protestant Buddhism Hindu Atheist Other 
   Frequency 59 1 9 41 2 0 16 151 
   Percent 21.1% 0.4% 3.2% 14.7% 0.7% 0.0% 5.7% 54.1% 
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Table 3 (continued) 
 
Demographic  Category    
Major         
 Business Communications Education Engineering Mathematics Psychology Sociology Other 
   Frequency 29 13 27 19 5 34 1 160 
   Percent 10.3% 4.6% 9.6% 6.7% 1.8% 9.2% 0.4% 56.7% 
Education         
 Freshman Sophomore Junior Senior Other    
   Frequency 192 48 21 18 3    
   Percent 68.1% 17.0% 7.4% 6.4% 1.1%    
Age         
   M 20.18        
   S 3.44        
Years Worked         
   M 4.37        
   S 4.27        
Table 4 
Demographic Differences across Trained and Untrained Conditions for Full Sample 
 Trained Untrained     
Demographic Actual Expected Actual Expected n df χ² p 
Gender     282 1 .37 .54 
   Male 83 81 19 21     
   Female 141 143 39 37     
Race     282 5 6.75 .24 
   African American 58 58.8 16 15.2     
   Asian American 5 5.6 2 1.4     
   Caucasian 139 139.8 37 36.2     
   Hispanic 5 4.8 1 1.2     
   Native American 0 0 0 0     
   Other 17 14.3 1 3.7     
Religion     279 6 2.77 .84 
   Catholic 47 46.7 12 12.3     
   Judaism 1 .8 0 .2     
   Islam 8 7.1 1 1.9     
   Protestant 31 32.5 10 8.5     
   Buddhism 2 1.6 0 .4     
   Hindu 0 0 0 0     
   Atheist 11 12.7 5 3.3     
   Other 121 119.6 30 31.4     
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Table 4 (continued) 
 Trained Untrained     
Demographic Actual Expected Actual Expected n df χ² p 
Major     282 8 7.59 .48 
   Business 25 23 4 6     
   Communications 9 10.3 4 2.7     
   Education 22 21.4 5 5.6     
   Engineering 16 15.1 3 3.9     
   Mathematics 3 4 2 1     
   Psychology 21 20.7 5 5     
   Sociology 0 .8 1 1     
   Other 126 127.1 34 34     
Education     282 4 4.25 .37 
   Freshman 157 152.5 35 39.5     
   Sophomore 37 38.1 11 9.9     
   Junior 14 16.7 7 4.3     
   Senior 13 14.3 5 3.7     
   Other 3 2.4 0 .6     
 Trained Untrained  df t p 
Demographic M SD M SD     
Age 20.11 3.60 20.43 2.78  281 .63 .53 






Descriptive Statistics for Measures across Trained and Untrained Conditions for Full  
Sample 
 Trained Untrained 
Measure n M SD n M SD 
Openness 224 3.55 .61 58 3.55 .61 
Modern Sexism 224 3.56 .65 58 3.67 .72 
Modern Racism 224 3.77 .85 58 3.90 .83 
IAT-  Gender 220 88.12 147.70 57 105.33 158.43 
IAT - Race 220 73.08 256.00 57 72.46 218.61 
USBQ Pretest 111 3.48 .60 29 3.73 .65 
URBQ Pretest 111 3.61 .65 29 3.89 .62 
USBQ Posttest 224 3.79 .65 58 3.75 .66 









 Table 6 
USBQ and URBQ Mean Differences in the Trained and Untrained Conditions 
Group M SD df t p 
URBQ Pretest 
   Trained 









28 2.10* .04 
URBQ Posttest 
   Trained 









57 .73 .47 
USBQ Pretest 
   Trained 









28 1.92 .06 
USBQ Posttest 
   Trained 









57 -.34 .74 




Participants Tested in each RA Condition 
RA Condition Trained Control 
 Pretest/Posttest Posttest Only Pretest/Posttest Posttest Only 
RA1 27 112 19 0 
RA2 28 0 0 0 
RA3 33 0 0 10 
RA4 23 0 10 19 




Homogeneity of Variance F Test comparing RA1 with RA2, RA3, and RA4 
RA Group M σ² df F p 
RA1 
   USBQ 












   USBQ 

















   USBQ 

















   USBQ 





















USBQ and URBQ Mean Differences across Conditions in the Dataset Excluding RA2 and 
3 
Group M SD df t p 
URBQ Pretest 
   Trained 












   Trained 












   Trained 












   Trained 











*p < .05. 
Table 10 
Frequency Distributions of Demographic Variables for the Sample Excluding RAs 2 and 3 
Demographic    Category     
Gender         
 Male Female       
   Frequency 79 131       
   Percent 37.6% 62.4%       





Caucasian Hispanic Native 
American 
Other   
   Frequency 58 6 128 5 0 12   
   Percent 27.6% 2.9% 61.0% 2.4% 0.0% 5.7%   
Religion         
 Catholic Judaism Islam/Muslim Protestant Buddhism Hindu Atheist Other 
   Frequency 41 0 7 34 0 0 10 116 
   Percent 19.7% 0.0% 3.4% 16.3% 0.0% 0.0% 4.8% 55.8% 
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Table 10 (continued) 
Demographic    Category     
Major         
 Business Communications Education Engineering Mathematics Psychology Sociology Other 
   Frequency 21 10 22 14 4 18 1 118 
   Percent 10% 4.8% 10.5% 6.7% 1.9% 8.6% .5% 56.2% 
Education         
 Freshman Sophomore Junior Senior Other    
   Frequency 143 34 18 14 1    
   Percent 68.1% 16.2% 8.6% 6.7% 0.5%    
Age        Other 
   M 20.11       118 
   SD 2.88       56.2% 
Years Worked         
   M 4.18        
   SD 3.35        
 
Table 11 
Demographic Differences across Trained and Untrained Conditions for the Sample 
Excluding RAs 2 and 3 
 Trained Untrained     
Demographic Actual Expected Actual Expected n df χ² p 
Gender     210 1 .13 .72 
   Male 62 60.9 17 18.1     
   Female 100 101.1 31 29.9     
Race     210 5 6.04 .30 
   African American 47 44.7 11 13.3     
   Asian American 4 4.6 2 1.4     
   Caucasian 96 98.7 32 29.3     
   Hispanic 4 3.9 1 1.1     
   Other 11 9.3 1 2.7     
Religion     208 4 2.36 .67 
   Catholic 30 31.5 11 9.5     
   Judaism 0 0 0 0     
   Islam 6 5.4 1 1.6     
   Protestant 24 26.2 10 7.8     
   Buddhism 0 0 0 0     
   Hindu 0 0 0 0     
   Atheist 7 7.7 3 2.3     
   Other 93 89.2 23 26.8     
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Table 11 (continued)     
 Trained Untrained     
Demographic Actual Expected Actual Expected n df χ² p 
Major     210 8 6.54 .59 
   Business 18 16.2 3 4.8     
   Communications 6 7.7 4 2.3     
   Education 17 17 5 5     
   Engineering 11 10.8 3 3.2     
   Mathematics 3 3.1 1 .9     
   Psychology 14 13.9 4 4.1     
   Sociology 0 .8 1 .2     
   Other 91 91 27 27     
Education     210 4 5.77 .22 
   Freshman 116 110.3 27 32.7     
   Sophomore 25 26.2 9 7.8     
   Junior 11 13.9 7 4.1     
   Senior 9 10.8 5 3.2     
   Other 1 .8 0 .2     
 Trained Untrained  df t p 
Demographic M SD M SD     
Age 20.11 3.60 20.43 2.78  281 .63 .53 
Years Worked 4.45 4.54 4.07 3.03  279 -.60 .55 
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Table 12 
Descriptive Statistics for Measures within Trained and Untrained Conditions for Sample  
Excluding RAs 2 and 3 
 Trained Untrained 
Measure n M SD n M SD 
Openness 162 3.56 .63 48 3.50 .60 
Modern Sexism 162 3.56 .65 48 3.62 .66 
Modern Racism 162 3.82 .84 48 3.87 .81 
IAT-  Gender 161 88.66 146.08 47 128.66 126.16 
IAT - Race 161 60.40 261.96 47 87.96 213.75 
USBQ Pretest 50 3.57 .54 29 3.73 .65 
URBQ Pretest 50 3.77 .64 29 3.89 .62 
USBQ Posttest 162 3.77 .66 48 3.74 .69 
URBQ  Posttest 162 3.90 .70 48 3.93 .65 
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Table 13 
Effects of Training on Explicit Sexism (USBQ) and Racism (URBQ) (Hypotheses 1 and 2)  
Group M SD df t d 
USBQ Posttest 
   Trained 












   Trained 

















Effects of Training on Increases in Understanding Racist Behavior (URBQ)  
 Source df F η² p 
  Between subjects  
Training 1 2.88 .01 .53 
Error 77 (.72)   
   Within subjects  
Trial 1 20.44** .21 .00 
Trial X Training 1 .46 .01 .50 
Error 77 (.08)   
Note. Values enclosed in parentheses represent mean square errors.  





Effects of Training on Increases in Understanding Sexist Behavior (USBQ) 
 Source df F η² p 
  Between subjects  
Training 1 .10 .00 .76 
Error 77 (.64)   
   Within subjects  
Trial 1 27.51** .26 .00 
Trial X Training 1 6.26* .08 .01 
Error 77 (.08)   
Note. Values enclosed in parentheses represent mean square errors.  













Effects of Openness on Increases in Understanding Racist Behavior (URBQ) 
 Source df F η² p 
  Between subjects  
Openness 1 .23 .00 .63 
Error 77 (.72)   
   Within subjects  
Trial 1 2.83 .03 .10 
Trial X Openness 1 1.04 .01 .31 
Error 77 (.07)   
Note. Values enclosed in parentheses represent mean square errors.  












Effects of Openness on Increases in Understanding Sexist Behavior (USBQ) 
 Source df F η² p 
  Between subjects  
Openness 1 1.09 .01 .30 
Error 77 (.63)   
   Within subjects  
Trial 1 1.80 .02 .18 
Trial X Openness 1 .29 .00 .59 
Error 77 (.08)   
Note. Values enclosed in parentheses represent mean square errors.  













Effects of Implicit Racism on Increases in Understanding Racist Behavior (URBQ) 
 Source df F η² p 
  Between subjects  
IAT-Race Effect 1 .63 .01 .42 
Error 76 (.72)   
   Within subjects  
Trial 1 19.24** .20 .00 
Trial X IAT-Race Effect 1 1.10 .01 .30 
Error 76 (.08)   
Note. Values enclosed in parentheses represent mean square errors.  










Effects of Implicit Sexism on Increases in Understanding Sexist Behavior (USBQ) 
 Source df F η² p 
  Between subjects  
IAT-Gender Effect 1 .00 .00 .97 
Error 76 (.65)   
   Within subjects  
Trial 1 21.68** .22 .00 
Trial X IAT-Gender Effect 1 .03 .00 .87 
Error 76 (.08)   
Note. Values enclosed in parentheses represent mean square errors.  










 Table 20 
Effects of Modern Racism on Increases in Understanding Racist Behavior (URBQ) 
 Source df F η² p 
  Between subjects  
Modern Racism 1 3.29 .04 .07 
Error 77 (.70)   
   Within subjects  
Trial 1 2.91 .04 .09 
Trial X Modern Racism 1 .74 .01 .39 
Error 77 (.07)   
Note. Values enclosed in parentheses represent mean square errors.  












Effects of Modern Sexism on Increases in Understanding Sexist Behavior (USBQ) 
 Source df F η² p 
  Between subjects  
Modern Sexism 1 6.19* .07 .02 
Error 77 (.60)   
   Within subjects  
Trial 1 .18 .00 .67 
Trial X Modern Sexism 1 .35 .00 .56 
Error 77 (.08)   
Note. Values enclosed in parentheses represent mean square errors.  












Incremental Effects of Explicit Racism on Increases in Understanding Racist Behavior 
after Controlling for Openness to Experience, Implicit Racism, and Diversity Training 
Step Predictor variable R² ΔR² ΔF p 
1 Openness .01 .01 .89 .35 
2 IAT-Race Effect .03 .02 1.60 .21 
3 Training .04 .00 .29 .59 
4 Modern Racism .04 .01 .52 .47 





Incremental Effects of Explicit Sexism on Increases in Understanding Sexist Behavior 
after Controlling for Openness to Experience, Implicit Sexism, and Diversity Training  
Step Predictor variable R² ΔR² ΔF p 
1 Openness .00 .00 .22 .64 
2 IAT-Gender Effect .00 .00 .02 .89 
3 Training .07 .07 5.54 .02 
4 Modern Sexism .08 .00 .18 .68 






Indicate how much you agree or disagree with the following 
statements:  
            Strongly                                                                               Strongly 
           Agree              Agree             Neutral          Disagree       Disagree 
<-------SA----------------A-----------------N---------------D-------------SD-------> 
 
1. R  It is easy to understand the anger of black people in America. (Reverse) 
2. S  Women often miss out on good jobs due to sexual discrimination. 
(Reverse) 
3. R  Blacks are getting too demanding in their push for equal rights. 
4. S   Over the past few years, the government and news media have been 
showing more concern about the treatment of women than is warranted by 
women’s actual experiences. 
5. R  Discrimination against blacks is no longer a problem in the United 
States.   
 
6. S   It is rare to see women treated in a sexist manner on television. 
7. R  Blacks should not push themselves where they're not wanted. 
8. S   It is easy to understand why women’s groups are still concerned about 
societal limitations of women’s opportunities. (Reverse) 
9. R  Over the past few years the government and news media have shown 
more respect to blacks than they deserve. 
10. S   Society has reached the point where women and men have equal 
opportunities for achievement. (Reverse) 
 
11. S   It is easy to understand the anger of women’s groups in America. 
(Reverse) 
12. R  Over the past few years blacks have gotten more economically than they 
deserve. 
13. S  Discrimination against women is no longer a problem in the United 
States. 








On the following pages, there are phrases describing people's behaviors. 
Please use the rating scale below to describe how accurately each statement 
describes you. Describe yourself as you generally are now, not as you wish 
to be in the future. Describe yourself as you honestly see yourself, in relation 
to other people you know of the same sex as you are, and roughly your same 
age. So that you can describe yourself in an honest manner, your responses 
will be kept in absolute confidence. Please read each statement carefully, 
and then fill in the bubble that corresponds to the number on the scale. 
 
<---1 ----------------- 2 ----------------- 3 ------------------ 4 ---------------- 5 ---> 
    Very           Moderately    Neither Inaccurate    Moderately       Very 
Inaccurate      Inaccurate         Nor Accurate          Accurate       Accurate 
 
15. Believe in the importance of art. 
16. Avoid philosophical discussions. (Reverse) 
17. Do not like poetry. (Reverse) 
18. Tend to vote for liberal political candidates. 
19. Have difficulty understanding abstract ideas. (Reverse) 
 
20. Enjoy thinking about things. 
21. Believe that too much tax money goes to support artists. (Reverse) 
22. Enjoy wild flights of fantasy. 
23. Get excited by new ideas. 
24. Am not interested in abstract ideas.(Reverse) 
 
25. Have a rich vocabulary. 
26. Do not like art. (Reverse) 
27. Have a vivid imagination. 
28. Do not enjoy going to art museums. (Reverse) 
29. Tend to vote for conservative political candidates. (Reverse) 
 
30. Enjoy hearing new ideas. 
31. Rarely look for a deeper meaning in things. (Reverse) 
32. Can say things beautifully. 
33. Am not interested in theoretical discussions. (Reverse) 
34. Carry the conversation to a higher level. 
 







Someone performing the following behavior in the workplace should 
receive: 
 
         No               Verbal            Written           Suspension      Termination 
Punishment    Reprimand     Reprimand      Without Pay         (Fired) 
<----1-----------------2-----------------3------------------4------------------5----> 
 
35. Repeatedly told sexual stories or jokes that were offensive to a subordinate 
or coworker. 
36. Whistled, called, or hooted at a subordinate or coworker in a sexual way. 
37. Made unwelcome attempts to bring a subordinate or coworker in to a 
discussion of sexual matters. 
38. Made crude and offensive sexual remarks, either publicly or privately to a 
subordinate or coworker. 
39. Treated people differently because of their sex. 
 
40. Made offensive remarks about a subordinate or coworker’s appearance, 
body or sexual activities. 
41. Made gestures or used body language of a sexual nature which embarrassed 
or offended a subordinate or coworker. 
42. Displayed, used, or distributed sexist or suggestive materials. 
43. Made offensive sexist remarks. 
44. Made attempts to establish a romantic sexual relationship with a 
subordinate or   coworker despite your efforts to discourage it. 
 
45. Put a subordinate or coworker down or was condescending to them because 
of their sex. 
46. Made offensive comments regarding a subordinate or coworker’s 
masculinity. 
47. Stared, leered or ogled at a subordinate or coworker in a way that made 
them feel uncomfortable. 
48. Exposed themselves physically in a way that embarrassed a subordinate or           
coworker or made them feel uncomfortable. 
49. Continued to ask a subordinate or coworker for a date, drink or dinner etc. 








Someone performing the following behavior in the workplace should 
receive: 
 
         No               Verbal            Written           Suspension      Termination 
Punishment    Reprimand     Reprimand      Without Pay         (Fired) 
<----1-----------------2-----------------3------------------4------------------5----> 
 
50. Made a subordinate or coworker feel threatened with some sort of 
retaliation for not being sexually cooperative. 
51. Made unwanted attempts to stroke, fondle, or kiss a subordinate or 
coworker. 
52. Treated a subordinate or coworker badly for refusing to have sex. 
53. Implied faster promotions or better treatment if a subordinate or coworker 
were   sexually cooperative. 
54.    Attempted to have sex with a subordinate or coworker without consent or 
against their will, but was unsuccessful. 
 
55. Made offensive comments regarding a subordinate or coworker’s 
femininity. 
56. Put a subordinate or coworker down or was condescending to him/her 
because of his/her sex. 
57. Hiring less qualified male applicants over higher qualified female 
applicants 
58. A supervisor giving a subordinate poor ratings because s/he reported the 
supervisor for a sexist comment that the supervisor made 
59. Not hiring a female applicant with children because of concerns about her 
ability to perform on the job 
 
60. Gave subordinates unequal work assignments solely because of their sex 
61. Disciplined subordinates differently solely because of their sex 
62. Openly criticizing the work behaviors of female subordinates, but telling 
male subordinates of their shortcomings in private 
63. Giving less qualified male subordinates a promotion while not offering 






Someone performing the following behavior in the workplace should 
receive: 
 
         No               Verbal            Written           Suspension      Termination 
Punishment    Reprimand     Reprimand      Without Pay         (Fired) 
<----1-----------------2-----------------3------------------4------------------5----> 
 
64. Firing a subordinate because s/he reported being treated poorly because of 
his/her race 
65. Repeatedly told race-related stories or jokes that were offensive to a 
subordinate or coworker. 
66. Made offensive racist remarks 
67. Displayed, used or distributed racist material 
68. Gave subordinates unequal work assignments solely because of their race 
 
69. Disciplined subordinates differently solely because of their race 
70. Openly criticizing the work behaviors of black subordinates, but telling 
white subordinates of their shortcomings in private 
71. Giving less qualified white subordinates a promotion while not offering 
promotions to higher qualified black subordinates 
72. A supervisor giving a subordinate poor ratings because s/he reported the 
supervisor for a racist comment that the supervisor made 
73. Firing a subordinate because s/he reported being treated poorly because of 
his/her race 
 
74. Made a subordinate or coworker feel threatened with some sort of 
retaliation for reporting any racially discriminatory comments made 
75. Made crude and offensive race-related remarks, either publicly or privately  
to a subordinate or coworker 
76. Treated a subordinate differently because of his/her race 
77. Made unwelcome attempts to bring a subordinate or coworker in to a 
discussion of racial matters. 
78. Stared or leered at a subordinate or coworker of a different race in a way 







Someone performing the following behavior in the workplace should 
receive: 
 
         No               Verbal            Written           Suspension      Termination 




79. Made offensive race-related remarks about a subordinate or coworker’s 
appearance, body or sexual activities. 
80. Hiring less qualified white applicants over higher qualified black applicants 
81. Put a subordinate or coworker down or was condescending to him/her 
because of his/her race. 
82. Made offensive comments regarding a subordinate or coworker’s skin 
color. 
83. Implied faster promotions or better treatment if a subordinate or coworker 
was a different race 
 
84. Made gestures or used body language of a racial nature which embarrassed 
or offended a subordinate or coworker. 






Consent for Participation in Research 
 
Title. The Effect of Attitudinal and Personality Factors on Training Outcomes 
 
Agreement to Participate. This signed consent is to certify my willingness to participate 
in this investigational research study. 
 
Purpose and Background. Suzanne Rosenberg, from the Department of Psychology, is 
conducting a study to help understand individual factors that effect training outcomes. I 
am being asked to participate in this study as an opportunity to earn extra credit. The 
purpose of this research study is to examine how personality and attitudinal factors affect 
training outcomes.  
 
Treatment/Procedures. If I agree to participate in this study, I will be asked to fill out 
opinion surveys on race and gender related issues. These paper and pencil questionnaires 
will be completed in accordance with instructions provided by the experimenter. I will 
also be asked to complete a computer-based exercise which assesses implicit cognitions. 
In this exercise, I will be asked to rapidly categorize stimuli. I will also participate in a 
learning session. In this learning session, court cases will be presented on racial or sexual 
discrimination. I will be asked to state my opinion as to the outcome of the case. Then, 
the correct answer will be provided. After ten court cases have been presented, I will also 
be provided some information on race and sex related issues and how they affect 
workplace dynamics.  
 
Risks and Benefits. There are minimal risks associated with the treatment or procedures 
described above. Moreover, if I participate in the learning session, I may gain knowledge 
regarding gender and race related issues. However, the study may cause a risk of 
psychological distress and/or embarrassment. There are no additional costs that I will 
incur as a result of my participation in the research.  
 
Confidentiality. Any information about me obtained from this study will be kept strictly 
confidential, and I will not be identified in any report or publication. 
 
Remuneration. I will receive course credit as a result of my participation in the research. 
In exchange for my participation, I have been informed that I will receive 1 extra credit 
point for each 1/2 hour of participation or part thereof. This study will require 
approximately one to one and a half hours for completion. 
 
Compensation for Injury. In the unlikely event that I will have psychological distress as a 
result of this study, I may seek out counseling services at Wright State University’s 
wellness center by calling (937) 775-3407. Although an injury is extremely unlikely, 
reasonable and immediate medical attention, as exemplified by the student health services 
of the Frederick A. White Health Center, will be provided for physical injury caused 
directly by participating in this protocol. Any financial compensation for such physical 
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injury will be at the option of Wright State University and decided on a case-by-case 
basis. Additional information can be obtained from the office of General Counsel, (937) 
775-2475. 
 
Availability of Results. I have been informed that I may obtain a summary of these 
results, which will be available six months after the completion of the study, by 
contacting the principal investigator at 937-775-2391. Results will be available by May, 
2007. By this time, group results will have been collected, analyzed, and free from any 
identifying information. The results will show only aggregated (i.e., combined) data for 
the entire sample. No individual results will be available.  
 
Contact Information. If I have questions about this research study or have a research-
related injury to report, I can contact the principal investigator, Suzanne Rosenberg, the 
principal investigator’s faculty advisor, Corey Miller, Ph.D., or the department of 
psychology at 937-775-2391. If I have general questions about giving consent or my 
rights as a research participant in this research study, I can call the Wright State 
University Institutional Review Board at 937-775-4462. 
 
Voluntary Consent. I have been informed that research participation is completely 
voluntary and I am free to refuse to participate in this study or to withdraw at any time. 
My decision to participate or not participate will not adversely affect my care at this 
institution or cause a loss of benefits to which I might be entitled. I acknowledge that this 
study has been explained to me and the investigator has discussed the possible risks. 
Further, I have been given the opportunity to have all my questions regarding this study 
answered. My signature below means that I have freely agreed to participate in this 
investigational study. 
 
          
(Typed Name/Signature of Participant)       (Date) 
 
Suzanne Rosenberg/   937-775-2391  8/9/06  
          







Questionnaire Packet for Suzanne Rosenberg’s Study 
 
Thank you for your participation. We realize that there are a lot of 
questions to answer, but please remember that you receive bonus points 
based on the amount of time the study takes. 
 
Please code in your answers on the answer sheet provided. Please use 
the #2 pencil provided and erase thoroughly. Remember that all of your 
responses are anonymous. 
 




















Age (write & bubble in) 
00-99 
 
Years of Work Experience 
00-99 
 
Work Experience (Bubble in all 
that apply 
o Hiring Employees 
o Sales Clerk 
o Other Sales 



































o African American, Black 
o Asian American 
o Caucasian, White 
o Hispanic 















Have you been employed for at 
least 20 hours per week over the 










Using the scale below as a guide, code in a number on your answer sheet 
to indicate how much you agree with the following questions. 
 
<---- 1 ---------- 2 ---------- 3 ---------- 4 ---------- 5 ---------- 6 --------- 7 -----> 
   NOT TRUE                                     SOMEWHAT                                         VERY                               
                               TRUE          TRUE        
86. My first impressions of people usually turn out to be right. 
87. It would be hard for me to break any of my bad habits. 
88. I don’t care what other people really think of me. 
89. I have not always been honest with myself. 
90. I always know why I like things. 
 
91. When my emotions are aroused, it biases my thinking. 
92. Once I’ve made up my mind, other people can seldom change my opinion. 
93. I am not a safe driver when I exceed the speed limit. 
94. I am fully in control of my own fate. 
95. It’s hard for me to shut off a disturbing thought. 
 
96. I never regret my decisions. 
97. I sometimes lose out on things because I can’t make up my mind soon 
enough. 
98. The reason I vote is because my vote can make a difference. 
99. My parents were not always fair when they punished me. 
100. I am a completely rational person. 
 
101. I rarely appreciate criticism. 
102. I am very confident of my judgments. 
103. I have sometimes doubted my ability as a lover. 
104. It’s all right with me if some people happen to dislike me. 
105. I don’t always know the reasons why I do the things I do. 
 
106. I sometimes tell lies if I have to. 
107. I never cover up my mistakes. 
108. There have been occasions when I have taken advantage of people. 
109. I never swear. 








Please answer the questions below using the following scale: 
 
<----- 1 --------- 2 --------- 3 --------- 4 --------- 5 --------- 6 ---------- 7 ----> 
         Total                                     Neutral                                      Total 
    Agreement                                                                             Disagreement 
 
111. Discrimination against women in the labor force is no longer a problem in 
the United States. 
112. I consider the present employment system to be unfair to women. 
113. Women shouldn’t push themselves where they are not wanted. 
114. Women will make more progress by being patient and not pushing too hard 
for change. 
115. It is difficult to work for a female boss. 
 
116. Women’s requests in terms of equality between the sexes are simply 
extravagant (too demanding). 
117. Over the past few years, women have gotten more from the government 
than they deserve. 
118. Universities are wrong to admit women in costly programs such as 
medicine, when in fact, a large number will leave their jobs after a few 
years to raise their children. 
119. In order not to appear sexist, many men are inclined to over-compensate 
women. 
120. Due to social pressures, firms frequently have to hire under-qualified 
women. 
 
121. In a fair employment system, men and women would be considered equal. 







Please answer questions below using the following scale: 
 
 Strongly                                                                                      Strongly 




123. I think it is important for the university to recruit as many minority students 
as possible. 
124. Scholarships for minority students are important in universities. 
125. I think it is important that the university is accessible to people with 
disabilities. 
126. It is important for the university to recruit minority faculty members. 
127. Universities should give preference to admitting minority students. 
 
128. I feel it is important for people to recognize how personal biases affect their 
behavior. 
129. It is important for people to learn about cultures other than their own. 
130. It is important for the university to be committed to diversity in all forms. 
131. Women should receive the same pay as men for the same work. 
132. All public buildings should have wheelchair ramps. 
 
133. Companies should be required to ensure that women hold top management 
positions. 
134. All students should be required to learn a second language. 
 
Please answer questions below using the following scale: 
 
       Never              Seldom          Sometimes           Often           Always 
<-------1-----------------2------------------3-----------------4---------------5-------> 
135. I believe that group functioning improves if there are people from various 
cultures in it. 
136. I actively try to get to know people from different backgrounds. 
137. I have taken classes in different languages even though they were not part 
of my mandatory course work. 
138. I oppose laws that forbid discrimination based on sexual orientation. 
139. I support laws that forbid race discrimination. 
 
